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Abstract  
This paper explores the diversification of the academic profession by looking at the fault 
lines between teaching and research functions at three levels: (1) the level of institutional 
types and profiles (2) the programme level of bachelor and master and (3) the personal level, 
in particular the divide between men and women. On each of these levels the way teaching 
and research has been organised separates academics to their main activities.  
It appears that on the systems level the distinction between research universities and 
teaching institutions (universities of applied sciences) tends to be attenuated. The faculty of 
the latter institutions have a particular task to engage in practice-oriented research in 
cooperation with business mainly at the regional level which at the same time is relevant for 
their teaching and curricular innovation. At the programme level the teaching-research 
connection is also becoming more diverse in the sense that there is more flexibility regarding 
the division of teaching and research tasks at the bachelor and master level. Finally, the 
diversity on the personal level increased over the years and women are catching up 
quantitatively in access to academic positions. There is still an unequal distribution 
particularly in the higher academic ranks, however, the teaching – research dimension does 
not account for the gender differences in Dutch higher education.   
 
1 Introduction   
Although the academic profession seems to consist of a rather coherent category of 
professionals, it is actually rather fragmented by both differentiation and stratification. The 
forces of fragmentation stem from institutional and disciplinary differences, but also from 
diverse environments in which they are operating. It would be inappropriate, given the 
wide span of functions of higher education, to think of a homogenous professional group 
and to delineate who belongs to the academic profession and who not.   
There are also wide differences internationally in the way national systems of higher 
education are structuring the academic profession. These systems determine to a large 
extent the characteristics of faculty members, their assigned functions and work roles. 
Dimensions of these differences are the occurrence of a large private sector along the public 
sector, a stratified or a more egalitarian higher education system, clear distinctions between 
types of institution regarding their tasks and missions, and the growth of ‘other’ types of 
institutions outside the traditional research university sector.  
In the context of the CAP project attention has been drawn on some aspects of the 
diversification in the academic workforce, most notably by Martin Finkelstein and Ulrich 
Teichler. Finkelstein (2010) focuses on the changes in types of appointments, work and 
career tracks, including the decline of tenure and the rise of fixed term appointments. In the 
US system the traditional tenured and tenure-track faculty is shrinking overall and subject to 
increased workload pressures. He adds that this shrinkage varies widely by academic field, 
creating very different market situations for the traditional faculty labour.  
Teichler (2010) explores the extent to which academics in a similar career stage and in 
similar condition - as far as the major functions of their universities and the major element of 
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the work situations are concerned - opt for varied professional strategies and whether such 
options are relevant for many other aspects of their job role. He focuses on professors at 
research-oriented universities in Germany, Japan and the United Kingdom, assuming that 
they are more or less equally in charge of both teaching and research and have more room 
for strategic options than professors at other types of institutions. Comparing the CAP 
survey with the previous Carnegie survey from 1992, Teichler concludes that although 
university professors have room to shape their role, either more towards research or 
towards teaching, this has not resulted in a larger diversity of academic profiles.   
This paper considers the diversification of the academic profession by looking at the fault 
lines between teaching and research functions at three levels:  
(1) the level of institutional types and profiles, 
(2) the programme level, and 
(3) the personal level, in particular the divide between men and women.    
On each of these levels the way teaching and research has been organised separates 
academics to their main activities.  
At the level of institutional types and profiles a major differentiation is between the 
traditional university where faculty are engaged in both teaching and research and ‘other’ 
institutions that are acting largely as teaching institutions mainly in vocational areas. This 
clear-cut institutional division is a major characteristic of binary systems of higher education 
that are fiercely maintained by current governments in for example Germany, Finland, The 
Netherlands, Norway, and Portugal.  
In other counties a more diversified institutional structure exists. France is a typical example 
where research has been concentrated in a separate set of research institutes outside the 
universities such as the very large and complex National Centre for Scientific Research 
(CNRS). The status, recruitment policies and career trajectories of researchers at these 
centres are different from those of the university faculty. One of the main differences is that 
the researchers at the centres have no compulsory teaching obligations. On the other hand, 
in the grandes écoles in France that evolved into a position superior to that of the universities, 
the teaching function predominates.  
The Russian system is another example of a very layered structure. Besides the universities, 
there are the Russian Academy of Sciences and research institutes affiliated with ministries 
and other state departments. The latter two differ from universities by providing a narrower 
range of programs and areas of research. They concentrate solely on research, while for the 
universities the teaching function is more prevailing. For most university faculty research is 
a mere formality due to the faculty’s obligatory workload, given formal standards that 
correspond to rank and position. Only about 20 percent of faculty is participating in research 
that is financed through grants or other sources (Androushchak & Yudkevich 2012). 
Further breakdowns can be made, such as public and private universities, public and private 
five- four- and two-year colleges as can be found in Russia as well as for example in the 
Japanese and the US system. 
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These institutional divisions are supported by central governments that must decide about 
the structure as a whole, to decide which institutions ought to do what and define budget 
allocations. The government has through the budget allocated for teaching and research a 
strong steering instrument to control the distinctive tasks of the institutional types within a 
higher education system.    
The categorical division, however, does not mean that there are watertight compartments 
between those who primarily teach and who do research according to institutional types. In 
several countries more permeability between historically separated types of institutions can 
be observed. In France, for example, universities and research institutes are increasingly 
becoming ‘associated’. Associate research centres are a recognised part of university life as 
well as a feature of CNRS. Some 60 percent of the university faculty and 40 per cent of the 
CNRS researchers belong to mixed units. This encourages research collaboration between 
the two types of institutions and CNRS researchers are encouraged to accept teaching tasks, 
although mostly at the graduate level (Musselin, 2005). Also in binary systems the 
distinction between research- and teaching- oriented institutions are becoming less pregnant 
as will be discussed in this paper.  
The diversity at the programme and personal level concerns the distribution of working 
tasks of faculty. Countries differ considerably in the extent to which the teaching and 
research work is allocated to individual faculty. The traditional proportion of 40%-40%-20% 
(for respectively teaching, research and administration) in several Western European 
universities is no longer compulsory by law. Likewise the former position of ‘lector’ (as 
existed in for example Sweden and the Netherlands) who was wholly engaged in teaching 
does not exist anymore. On the other hand the number of teaching-only and research-only 
positions has increased over the years. In Russia the faculty is burdened with a heavy 
teaching load especially under the younger generation. The teaching load has been 
determined according to formal standards that correspond to rank and position. On average 
those who participate in research devote about eight hours per week to it against 29 hours 
for teaching (classroom and preparation) (Androushchak & Yudkevich 2012; Smolentseva, 
2002). 
Apart from formal regulations, the question is who is supposed to do teaching at the 
bachelor’s level, who may teach at the master’s level or doctoral students, who may head a 
research project. Generally, the higher the academic rank, the more room individual faculty 
has for strategic options. For younger academics this is less the case. At the personal level 
the feminisation of universities may be a factor, as women tend to be more assigned with 
teaching obligations which may have a hampering effect on their career opportunities 
compared to men.  
In the following the diversification of the academic profession regarding teaching and 
research will be discussed by taking the Netherlands as the reference country. First attention 
will be paid to the diversity of institutional types of universities and other institutions, 
followed by the programmatic and personal aspects. Regarding the personal aspects the 
focus will be on the gender issue in universities as this is an important aspect of the 
professional careers in Dutch higher education.    
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2 Institutional types and profiles 
In the CAP documents a distinction has been made between universities and “other Higher 
Education institutions”. In binary systems the ‘other’ institutions are the institutions for 
higher vocational education or currently named in the international context Universities of 
Applied Sciences (UAS). At the international level the UAS have combined forces to strive 
for a common profile in higher education and to strengthen their visibility.  
In the Netherlands the binary structure distinguishes universities from institutions for 
higher vocational or professional education (‘Hogescholen’ or HBOs or internationally named 
UAS). Universities and UAS have been assigned a distinctive task which refers to the two 
basic orientations in the system, i.e. a focus on scientific research and a focus on professional 
education. The main task of the UAS is to provide theoretical and practical training with an 
explicit vocational orientation and to engage in close collaboration with the various 
employment fields, in particular with small and medium- sized companies in the region.    
In the past UAS were rather small, each with their own field of study, e.g. college for higher 
technical specialists, for social work and so on. Because of the sector’s fragmented character, 
the government initiated major reforms in the 1980s which resulted in the merging of more 
than 400 smaller colleges into large, multi-faceted institutions, currently providing a wide 
range of professional courses with a standard period of study of four years leading to the 
bachelor degree. There are at present 38 publicly funded UASs spread over the country and 
they absorb about two-third of the total student population against one-third for 
universities.  
For the Dutch system like other countries with the binary divide (e.g. Germany, Austria, 
Finland, Norway, Portugal), three major dimensions have prevailed in distinguishing 
universities and UAS:  
• the vertical degree level dimension (e.g. sub-degree programs, bachelor, master and 
doctoral programs) 
• the academic versus vocational dimension, and 
• the distinction between research and teaching focused institutions. 
In Europe the development of institutional types has increasingly been determined in the 
context of the Bologna Process aiming towards a convergent (tiered) structure leading to the 
establishment of a European Higher Education Area (EHEA). As Van Damme (2009:42) 
states the creation of “national higher education areas as the building blocks of this area has 
fuelled an inclusive approach as institutions with differing profiles and activities were 
integrated into a common framework and a common legislation”. The title Universities of 
Applied Sciences fits into the Bachelor-Master structure in which academic and higher 
professional education can be distinguished. Although the length of programs may vary, 
programs qualify for the bachelor or master degree with standard titles independent of the 
institution where this title has been acquired. Increasingly the UAS sector is entitled to 
award masters degrees in addition to the bachelor degree, labeled as professional masters. 
The policy debate on the growing importance of knowledge utilisation and innovation in the 
context of the Lisbon agreement resulted in assigning the UAS with a research role 
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distinctive from university research. The main characteristics of this type of research can be 
summarized as follows (De Weert & Leijnse 2010):  
• Practice-based and practitioner research oriented towards utilization and 
transformation of knowledge and research results into innovation, mainly on the 
regional level.  
• It is customer driven and close to the market, responding to requests from 
enterprises (mainly SME’s) and other social organizations with product and 
customer-oriented research for the short and medium term.  
• It should be relevant for the quality of professional education, for curriculum 
innovation and the professionalization of the teaching faculty.      
These components in combination mark the specific character of UAS research. Since 2001 
the Dutch Government has supplied the UAS with a modest but targeted budget to ensure 
the development of the research function. Part of the budget has been managed by a 
national foundation which also assesses project proposals submitted by UAS. Part of the 
research project costs are financed by the co-operating SMEs and other clients.  There is 
increasingly cooperation with universities and other (applied) research institutions. While 
universities take care of the fundamental aspects of the research, the UAS are keen to convey 
practical results to the involved companies.   
From 2014 on the funding of research at UAS will be incorporated in the Dutch Research 
Council which also finances university research. In order to safeguard the available 
resources, allocation occurs by a separate stream that is not competitive with the funding of 
university research. A separate section within the council is responsible for evaluation and 
monitoring processes in order enhance the quality of practice-oriented research.   
The CAP survey allows a comparison of the research orientation between the faculty of UAS 
and universities. Not surprisingly, the university faculty members in most countries with a 
binary structure are more interested in research than their UAS counterparts. On average 
over 70% of university faculty say so (interest or primary interest in research) against about 
25% of the UAS faculty.   
Looking at the actual working time figure 1 presents for a number of countries the relative 
time spent on research between universities and UAS, each separated between the higher 
and the lower academic ranks.  
[Figure 1 about here]  
Whereas the higher university ranks (full professors and associate professors) show a rather 
homogeneous picture across countries, the other categories display a diverse pattern. The 
lower university ranks (up to assistant professors) in Norway, Germany and Finland spend 
more time on research than any other group. The UAS sector shows a more varied picture. 
In Norway and Portugal both the higher and lower ranks are nearing their university 
counterparts in their time spent on research, for Australia mainly the higher ranks. In 
Norway the UAS lower ranks spent more time than the higher ranks while for the 
Netherlands this is the reverse. One explanation is that in the Netherlands the higher ranks 
have been assigned an explicit research task: the combined function of teacher/researcher 
and the new position of lector who has been assigned the special task of developing applied 
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research at the institution. In Germany the time spent by UAS faculty on research is low for 
both the higher and lower ranks. In order to strengthen the research capacity of UAS, a few 
state governments initiated in collaboration with the VolkswagenStiftung in 2012 a funding 
program for a new position of “research professors” who are assigned research as their main 
task. Through this program the teaching obligation can be compensated in favor of more 
research time and the potentiality to advance new research profiles.    
These findings on the research preference and research time spent arise further questions: do 
we talk about the same type of research at UAS and universities? Can research be delineated 
from each other and if so what are then the distinctive research profiles? The term ‘research’ 
can take many forms and is clearly not restricted to the classic model which represents the 
discovery of knowledge as being conducted through the traditional universities. The term  
‘Universities of Applied Sciences’ seems to suggest that the sector would claim applied 
research as being distinctive from university research which should be fundamental or basic. 
However, the boundary between basic and applied is very fuzzy and would be a very 
unstable basis to justify institutional differentiation.  
Much university research has an applied character, a view supported by the CAP responses: 
the proportion of university staff that characterizes their research as applied is in most 
countries higher than those who characterize this as basic research. It may well be that 
respondents may have difficulty in defining their research along the basic-applied 
dimension. From an historical perspective university research in various disciplinary areas 
has always had a strong applied focus and knowledge utilization has always played a role in 
appraisal schemes. Apart from this it may well be stated that in many countries much 
university research has been increasingly under financial pressure to link research to 
demands for societal and economic relevance. Elsewhere this issue has been elaborated in an 
attempt to delineate university research from UAS research (cf. De Weert 2011). 
In order to explore the research profile at UAS, the Dutch CAP questionnaire included a 
separate section for UAS faculty how they perceive their research. A number of statements 
were presented with the results as summarized in table 1.  
 
Table 1 Views of Dutch UAS faculty on the relevance of practice-oriented research (percent 
agreeing + strongly agreeing (1+2) on a 5-points scale), by rank. 
 High ranks Low ranks 
Research contributes to the professionalization of the 
teaching staff 
90% 70% 
Research contributes to curricular innovation 82% 74% 
Research contributes to innovation of professional 
practice 
80% 77% 
Research reinforces the dialogue with business and the 
professional field 
72% 64% 
Students who are actively involved in research are better 78% 51% 
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prepared for future professional practice 
N= 121 221 
   
Since the total percentage of respondents that do not agree or strongly disagree with any of 
these statements is very low (7-8%), it is clear that the majority of the faculty in all ranks 
judged by their self-conceptions are very favorable on the research function in their 
institution. They do not see research as a goal in itself, but is seen as beneficial to the quality 
of teaching for the professions and as a vehicle to reinforce the ties with the working field 
and business. Especially the interaction with small and medium enterprises is seen as an 
important objective. 
On all the preceding statements staff in higher ranks responded more favourably about the 
research function than those in lower ranks. It may well be that there is a match between 
these perceptions and the actual involvement in research. In particular the higher ranks have 
been assigned a research task alongside their teaching obligations. Those in the lower ranks 
have higher teaching loads which may affect their views.   
The important thing is that those who do research set the norms and values for practice-
oriented research. The high level of agreement of the faculty on these issues correspond to 
the characteristics of the research profile of UAS sector as described before, such as the 
strong business orientation and the relevance for curricular innovation and for students in 
their later professional life. Research is conceived here in a rather broad sense, including 
providing students with systematic research methods and the design of the curriculum 
around inquiry-based activities and project work. 
The positive view on the link between education and research as perceived by the UAS 
brings us to the views of university faculty regarding teaching and research, particularly at 
the programme level. 
 
3 Teaching and research at the programme level 
The Dutch university system is in the tradition of the German (Humboldtian) principle of 
the unity of scientific knowledge and the pedagogical principle of the unity of teaching and 
scientific research. A key feature is that the unity of teaching and research arises more or less 
automatically or, more precisely, that teaching and learning constitute an integral part of 
doing research. In this view every university student is also an active researcher and the 
university is a real community in which there is consensus among faculty and students 
about the aims of science.  
This conception of the university with the ideal that students should be active researchers 
while studying cannot be maintained at times of mass higher education. There are also 
doubts about the professional role of academics whereby their teaching would be closely 
intertwined with and directly based upon their ongoing research. These doubts increase at 
times when science became more differentiated in sub-disciplines which have become so 
specialized and advanced that research is difficult to grasp for students, especially at their 
undergraduate level. 
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In addition, several policy pressures have pulled teaching and research apart. First, the 
financial support for research is being increasingly separated from the funding of teaching. 
Institutional budgets are more based on allocations for research and teaching which have 
been calculated according to different criteria and funding formulas. These shifts are 
intended to make the research system more ‘dynamic’ in the sense of meeting national 
priorities, and to subject research to quality assessments. Related to this is that in the 
Netherlands, but also elsewhere, subsequent ministries gradually made research funding 
less dependent on the basic institutional grant and transferred this to the research council 
which is able to allocate the research grants more selectively.    
Second, and related, universities tend to organize their research in separate research 
institutes, centers of excellence and a growing number of graduate schools. This has resulted 
in a concentration of research areas in which strategic research priorities, competition, and 
commercialization and valorization of research results are the key concepts.   
Third, the two-cycle structure of bachelor and master has created a divide between teaching 
at the bachelor level and teaching at the master level. The connection between research and 
teaching at the graduate education (which includes much research training) is self-evident. 
At the bachelor level, however, teaching and research are growing away from each other 
and faculty have difficulty in using their research to enrich course content. 
Given these developments the question arises whether teaching should exclusively be done 
by those who are engaged in research or whether these tasks can be separated and assigned 
to different faculty without a loss of quality. Critics have argued that a good researcher is 
not necessarily a good teacher, and that research and teaching may require different 
qualities which may justify a further differentiation of work roles. Since the working time of 
faculty members is scarce, they have to choose between teaching and research activities. 
They often tend to limit their teaching load in favor of their career perspectives according to 
the ‘differential rewards model’ that is prevailing in most systems. Students perceive 
advantages of being taught by excellent researchers, but also perceive disadvantages such as 
staff unavailability and researchers giving priority to their research. Students are critical 
when teachers are eager to presenting their own research interests as these tend to dominate 
at the expense of the aims of the course and the quality of the student learning process.  
Research on the connection between teaching and research attempts to find statistical 
correlations between teaching effectiveness as measured by student evaluations and 
research productivity as measured by publication counts. In their classical research Hattie 
and Harsh (1996) found a that there is a near-zero relationship between quality of teaching 
and research at the individual and at the departmental level, suggesting that research and 
teaching are at best only loosely coupled. Time spent on teaching is not related to teaching 
effectiveness and slightly negatively related to research productivity. Gottlieb and Keith 
(1997) who used the 1992 Carnegie survey, however, found a positive relationship between 
the mean weekly hours spent on teaching with respect to research, suggesting the 
complementary character of the two activities up to a certain threshold level of diminishing 
returns where research efforts operate to reduce the quality of teaching.      
It may well be that the synergy between education and research increases with the level of 
education. It really matters whether teaching involves basic knowledge in a class room 
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setting or learning in small groups of students who already master the basics. Particularly in 
the Bachelor phase student groups are larger, courses are mandatory and the curriculum 
content more standardized focusing on a broad range of disciplinary knowledge. Teaching 
predominantly graduate students, however, is more related to working in a research 
environment and requires corresponding skills and what Hattie and Marsh (1996) call 
‘similar personal characteristics’ for teaching and research: writing papers, presenting and 
discussing from a research perspective. In such a situation both qualities of the researcher 
and teacher are united. If this holds, a negative relationship between research and teaching 
can be assumed in the first phase of the curriculum, while a positive relationship is more 
applicable on the advanced level. Neglecting the distinction between undergraduate and 
graduate education would disturb the relationship between research performance and 
educational effectiveness. Research might be highly associated with teaching at the graduate 
level rather than at the undergraduate level. This view is supported by empirical evidence 
which shows a negative association between international journal publication and teaching 
quality at the undergraduate level (Shin 2011). 
The role of the educational phase on the link between research and education was the focus 
of a research project at the Faculty of Economics of Erasmus University Rotterdam (Arnold 
2007). Comparing data on student evaluations (to measure teaching effectiveness) and 
research performance (being a member of a Dutch national research school and number of 
publications), the models show an inversion in the relationship between educational 
effectiveness and research performances in the later phases of the educational process. While 
the relationship is negative in the first two years it is significant positive in the later years. 
The data indicate that there are excellent teachers who do not belong to a graduate 
(research) school and excelling researchers who have a low score on student evaluations. 
The results can be interpreted in the sense that the relationships between teaching and 
research skills and time spending are working in the opposite direction and the educational 
phase affects the strength of the relationship.     
Although the CAP survey does not measure educational quality as such, it includes two 
explicit items on the teaching/research nexus, one negatively formulated and the other 
positively.  
• ‘Teaching and research are hardly compatible with each other’.  
• ’your research activities reinforce your teaching’.  
For both items the percentages of 1+2 agreeing are combined with the proportion of teaching 
time in bachelor respectively in master programs. This has been divided in three rather 
equally distributed categories (0-25, 26-50 and over 50 percent of total teaching time). Only 
those respondents are included that indicated to be involved in research.   
Figure 2 shows how the view that teaching and research are hardly incompatible increases 
in the extent to which the teaching proportion in Bachelor programs increases. For Master 
programs the reverse is the case where disagreement (with this proposition) goes together 
with a higher proportion of teaching in Master programs.   
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Figure 3 shows a very identical pattern in the sense of supporting the thesis that the link 
between teaching and research is stronger when the proportion of teaching at the masters’ 
level is larger. 
[Figures 2 and 3 about here]  
These findings suggest that teaching one’s specialty in some research domain and teaching 
in undergraduate programs is far away from the principle of the Humboldtian unity of 
teaching and research. The added value of productive researchers in these programs is the 
lowest. In this context Clark speaks about the “increasing gap between frontier knowledge 
and teachable codified knowledge” (Clark 1995). A more positive link between teaching and 
research appears especially to play a role at the master’s level in which productive 
researchers have a higher significant higher score in student evaluations whereas the added 
value of productive researchers in the bachelor phase is the lowest (Arnold 2007). This may 
vary for different subject areas. In disciplines with a hierarchical knowledge structure like in 
the exact sciences, staff research may be so far ahead of the undergraduate curriculum that a 
strong connection between the research by faculty and student learning is very difficult to 
achieve and can only be activated at the graduate level. 
The view presented here challenges the standard academic career in which the research 
performance is dominating towards a more diversifying career pattern. Would a 
differentiation in working roles be desirable for example by appointing faculty members 
who perform one-sided high on either research or teaching? The CAP survey includes the 
question “whether research funding should be concentrated (targeted) on the most productive 
researchers”. In most countries, the range of agreement (and strongly agreement) of 
university faculty is between 25-35%. Peaks are Germany (39%), Korea (43%) and Italy 
(69%). Would all these respondents be in favour of a stronger divide between teaching and 
research positions?   
For the UAS sector these percentages diverge between countries: A relatively larger party of 
UAS faculty in Germany (46%), Portugal (40%) and Norway (37%) do agree with this 
statement while in Finland (23%) and the Netherlands (17%) the score is much lower.     
General guidelines are difficult to make as this may vary considerably between disciplinary 
fields, types of institutions, and stages of learning. Several policy proposals have been made 
in France, Germany and the Netherlands to allow universities to negotiate different 
contracts with their faculty regarding their teaching and research tasks. Some faculty 
members should be allowed to have fewer teaching tasks and others more tasks in the 
sphere of curriculum development or research.  
The Dutch system of job ranking allows such a differentiation and individual staff members 
can negotiate about their specific roles on the basis of an assessment of their qualifications, 
for example to be more involved in teaching or research. In such a system research 
performance is not the all-determining factor in a career path. Although in this system the 
teaching and research qualifications are combined, it allows a flexible ranking order of 
functions. It gives equal value to excellence in teaching, thus an academic can reach a higher 
rank on the basis of his/her teaching qualifications.    
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4 Diversity at the personal level 
According to CAP data the Netherlands is among the countries with the lowest proportion 
of women in academic positions. (Goastellic & Pekari 2013). Germany shows a similar 
pattern while Japan and Korea show lower female participation in senior ranks. In 1992 6% 
of the German university professors was female, this has increased to 18% a generation later. 
Presumably the career inequality between the sexes is a historical process which may 
gradually be solved when more women enter higher education (Jacob & Teichler 2010).    
 
Dutch figures compared over time show also an upward trend. In 1998 less than 5% of the 
full professors were women, a percentage that has increased since then to 10% in 2007 and 
nearing 14% in 2011. The percentage of female professors varies between the different 
academic fields. It is the lowest in science and engineering subjects and in economics. 
Despite this increase, the proportion of female professors remains far behind the European 
average of 20% and the targets as set by the EU’s Lisbon Agreement. The annual increase in 
the percentage of women professors is also lower than the average in Europe.  
 
Figure 4 shows the proportion of men and women for each academic rank in 1998 and 2011. 
Although there is an increase over the years, the proportions are noticeably shrinking at 
each successive step on the career ladder. The bottleneck is the step from assistant professor 
to associate professor. This is in contrast to the fact that women now outnumber men at both 
bachelor and master levels and for doctoral students the sex balance is likely to be equal in 
the near future. There is presumably a leaky pipeline, which ‘leaks’ proportionally more 
female academics at every career step. 
 
[Figure 4 about here] 
 
Several reasons have been suggested why women so slowly penetrate into the higher ranks. 
Women would presumably have lower ambitions or not be strongly focused on science, the 
fact that there is nepotism and gender bias in peer review processes and a low 
representation of women in academic management and selection committees. In case of 
professorial vacancies, a rather closed procedure is often set up in the sense that potential 
candidates are offered the position via informal networks. Gender bias may likely occur 
when these networks are dominated by men (Van den Brink 2009). Goastellic & Pekari 
(2013) analyse on the European level various variables and mechanisms that are underlying 
gender differences, such as socio-demographic variables, employment status, disciplinary 
differences, and female influence in shaping key academic policies at the various levels of 
the institution.  
  
An important aspect of the gender bias concerns the occurrence of functional distinctions 
between teaching and research. It may well be that men and women perform the same 
functions –teaching, research, service and administration - so that in principle they should 
have equal chances for upward career mobility. However, it is often assumed that women 
occupy the lower reaches of the academic pecking order because they carry a 
disproportionate share of teaching loads especially at the undergraduate (bachelor) level. It 
is often stated that women are more committed to teaching than men. Also the fact that 
women are working more on a part-time basis allows them to combine career with their 
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family concerns. Such a situation leaves fewer hours available for research, thereby reducing 
their chances for career advancement (De Baufoir 2009). 
 
The OECD study Tertiary Education for the Knowledge Society (OECD 2008) reports that 
among the possible factors that account for the under-representation of female faculty in 
research universities in the US, is that female PhD’s have a preference for teaching over 
research. Other factors are perceptions among women that research universities offer less 
friendly environments for them, including engaging in more gender discrimination (OECD 
2008: 133). The age factor is also important as the increase of women in higher positions is of 
a relatively recent date. As age and career stage attained are often correlated, the lower 
average age of female academics compared to their male colleagues could partly account for 
the under-representation of women in high academic ranks (OECD 2008). In combination 
with this, the preponderance of women with high teaching loads would result in lower 
levels of job satisfaction compared to men.  
 
These issues will be considered on the basis of the CAP data by looking at the extent to 
which satisfaction levels relate to the professional orientation of faculty, in particular 
regarding teaching and research and to what extent differences can be explained by gender, 
age and rank. Looking first at the preferences for teaching or research, it appears that male 
and female academics hardly differ. If the preference for teaching and leaning towards 
teaching are taken together, men and women have equally a 22 percent score. More men are 
leaning towards research (56% against 47% women), while reversely more women have 
their interests primarily in research (30% against 21% men). Altogether a preference for 
research and leaning to research is for men and women the same (78%). This 
correspondence is quite remarkable. For the UAS sector more female staff show more 
preference for teaching or leaning towards it and men for research or leaning to it, albeit 
with small differences and not at all significant.                
 
Apart from the preferences for teaching or research, the actual teaching time is an important 
variable. It may well be assumed given the increased demands for publication and pressures 
to find the time to conduct research, that job satisfaction will be higher among those who 
have lower teaching time at research universities. Reversely those who spend more time on 
(undergraduate) teaching tend to have lower levels of job satisfaction. There is much 
support from previous studies that female faculty are less satisfied with their job (see for an 
overview Bozeman and Gaugham 2011). It can be hypothesized that this may be at variance 
with the time spending on teaching. 
 
In the following the relationship between the teaching time and degree of satisfaction will be 
analysed for university faculty only, in particular by looking at the effects of gender and 
academic rank. The Dutch CAP data reveal that men and women differ in the proportion of 
total working hours devoted to teaching with only 5 percent points (43% and 48% 
respectively), while the proportion of research time per week is 33% and 31% respectively. 
These are very minor differences that cannot account for outcomes.  
 
A first analysis reveals that the relationship between teaching time and degree of satisfaction 
is significant: the satisfaction level decreases in the extent to which the teaching time 
increases (F=3.892, df 4, 442, p<0.01).  
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Next the effects of gender and academic rank will be analysed. Since women are more often 
employed on a part-time basis, the data have been recalculated for full-time employment. 
Thus if a respondent is employed on a part-time basis for 40% and has indicated to teach for 
15 hours per week, this is converted to 15/0.4 = 37.5 working hours. The teaching time has 
been divided into five parts, more or less equally distributed across all responses. The 
degree of satisfaction is rated as a single item on a five-points scale from very high to very 
low, and recoded such that the higher the number the higher the satisfaction level. 
 
[Figures 5 and 6 about here] 
 
Figure 5 shows a close pattern between men and women in their satisfaction levels. Men 
tend to be slightly more satisfied than women when their teaching time increases, but the 
difference is minimal. They both show quite high satisfaction level when the teaching time is 
low. This suggests that the gender factor does not really make a difference. Figure 6 shows 
that academic rank has more effect on the relationship between teaching time and 
satisfaction. The higher ranks are more satisfied than the lower ranks and a similar pattern 
remains when the teaching time increases. When the effects of gender and academic rank are 
combined a similar pattern occurs: the satisfaction levels between the male and female lower 
ranks hardly differ, and are lower than those of the higher ranks.  
These outcomes show that there is a significant relationship between the degree of 
satisfaction and teaching time mainly at the undergraduate level irrespective of gender and 
rank. Academic rank appears to have some effect: the higher the rank of the university 
academic, the more satisfied someone is about the time spending on teaching and research. 
This analysis indicates that the teaching – research dimension as such does not explain the 
gender differences in Dutch higher education.   
 
From a policy perspective several affirmative action instruments have been developed to 
increase the number of female professors. For example, the Aspasia program that especially 
invites female researchers to submit proposals to the research council that, if approved, will 
result in an offer for a tenured position mostly at the level of associate professor.  
Another policy instrument to achieve a higher level of diversity is that virtually all 
universities signed the Talent to the Top Charter according to which the Boards of Governors 
of institutions have agreed to formulate quantitative targets and policies for the recruitment 
and promotion of female professors. These policies are in the sphere of improving scouting 
procedures via informal networks, revisiting transparent recruitment and promotion 
procedures and criteria, and mentoring of female scientists in their career. Premium schemes 
for departments for each female professor or associate professor that have been appointed 
are supporting these policies. These instruments certainly have contributed to the rise of 
women also in the higher academic ranks, thereby increasing the diversity in the academic 
profession. 
 
5 Conclusion 
The views presented here suggest that the academic profession is becoming more diverse in 
terms of the teaching-research dimension. On the systems level the binary divide is less clear 
cut between research universities and teaching institutions. The differences tend to be 
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attenuated and a more diverse pattern is likely to emerge, especially in the UAS sector. Some 
UASs may develop greater capacities in their research than others, some may focus on 
particular fields and accentuate their strengths in key areas. The faculty of these institutions 
have a particular task to engage in practice-oriented research in cooperation with business 
mainly at the regional level which at the same time is relevant for their teaching and 
curricular innovation. The targeted funding by the Dutch research council is an important 
instrument to assure the continuity and the profile of this type of research on the basis of 
appropriate quality assessments.   
The teaching-research connection at the programme level is also becoming more diverse in 
the sense that there is more flexibility regarding the division of teaching and research tasks 
at the bachelor and master level. This may occur on the basis of personal assessments of 
teaching or research performances. Such a functional differentiation may occur on the basis 
of appraisal schemes that allow equal career opportunities for those whose primary interest 
and capabilities are either in research or education and teaching.     
The diversity on the personal level increased over the years and women are catching up 
quantitatively in access to academic positions. Although there is still an unequal distribution 
particularly in the higher academic ranks, the teaching – research dimension as such does 
not account for the gender differences in Dutch higher education.   
Internationally there are policy initiatives to concentrate research funding on priority 
research areas at the national level. For example, the ‘top sector policy’ of the Dutch 
government seeks to create focus and mass in research. Initiatives have been taken to 
challenge universities to contribute to innovation in knowledge production, to promote its 
transmission and valorization of research results. The positioning of a small number of top 
universities to conduct advanced research in order to have them in the top 100 of the most 
authoritative rankings can be found in various countries such as the UK, Germany 
(Excellenz initiative) and Russia (flagship universities). This policy would be detrimental to 
the flourishing of the other non-elite institutions. It would be important to pay considerable 
attention to the development of these other institutions and their practice-oriented research 
role. They should not be allowed to deteriorate into an inferior position.  
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Figure 1 Relative research time (%) of higher and lower ranks by institutional type* 
 
*Research time calculated as total teaching + research  A+B = 200% (max) - 20% or less 
research excluded. 
 
Figure 2 Percent of respondents agreeing with the statement on the incompatibility of 
research and teaching, by teaching time in BA and MA programs (universities, N=452)    
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Figure 3 Per cent of respondents agreeing with the statement that research reinforces 
teaching, by teaching time in BA and MA programs (Universities, N=431). 
 
 
Figure 4 Proportion men and women per academic rank in 1998 and 2011 at Dutch 
universities 
 
Source: VSNU, WOPI statistics.    
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Figure 5 Relationship between teaching time and satisfaction by gender 
 
 
Figure 6 Relationship between teaching time and satisfaction by rank 
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